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Current Topics. 


Tue NEw volume of the Civil Judicial Statistics, upon which 
we commented last week, contains some very interesting informa- 
tion as to the results upon taxation of costs of the R.8. C. of 
January, 1902,.under which the various taxing departments 
were consolidated, and the rules as to taxation were altered with 
a view to securing for a successful suitor an indemnity against 
all the reasonable costs of litigation. According to a table 
which has been prepared by Mr. W. R. Sxaw, clerk to Master 
Baker, there has been, as between the years 1900 and 1902, a 
slight decrease in the costs allowed in the Chancery Division. 
In the former year the amount was £776,976, in the latter 
£771,889. In the King’s Bench Division, on the other hand, 
there has been an increase of nearly £62,000, the corresponding 
figures being £347,910 and £409,860. Havieg regard to the 
stationary character of litigation in the division, this indicates 
a much more liberal allowances of costs. On the other hand, the 
amount taxed off was even greater than under the old system. 
In 1900 bills for £480,627 were brought in and taxed down to 
the figure just mentioned—£347,910 ; in 1902 bills for £576,997 
were taxed down to £479,860. The disallowance in the former 
year was 27°61 per cent. in the latter 28:97. The correct ex- 
planation is doubtless that given by Master Macponett: ‘“ On 
the introduction of the new system many parties entitled to 
costs prepared and brought in their bills on the assumption 


‘that they were to be allowed full solicitor and client costs— 


which the new rules do not give.” He also points out that the 
increase in King’s Bench costs is really greater than that shewn 
by the table, since the figures given do not include costs on judg- 
ments under order 14 fixed * by the Masters at chambers— 
probably some £25,000. Altogether the effect of the new rules 
would seem to be to level up King’s Bench costs to those in 
Chancery rather than to afford to suitors the indemnity which 
was intended. 





In rue case of Rex v. George, recently tried at the Old Bailey, 
one of the worst offences of perjury which has been before the 
courts for a long time met with a fairly adequate punishment. 
The prisoner was a private detective who had been employed by 
a suspicious husband to watch his wife with a view of instituting 
divorce proceedings, and at the hearing of the divorce suit this 
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man had deliberately sworn to having seen an act of misconduct 
which in fact never took place. Sir J. Hannen long ago laid it 
down that the court, over which he so ably presided, would not 
act on the uncorroborated evidence of a detective. In this case 
there was corroboration of a sort, but this turned out afterwards 
to be utterly unreliable. When perjury is committed by a man 
merely to escape punishment, or to clear his own name or that of 
someone he loves from some disgraceful charge, it is possible to 
feel that there is some extenuation of his offence, but when the 
course of justice is perverted, and lives ruined, by a paid detective 
with no other interest in the matter than to earn a pecuniary 
reward, no punishment can be too severe for the criminal, When 
a solicitor has to make inquiries with a view to taking divorce 
—_e it is often impossible for him to avoid employing 

etectives. Such men, however, should only be employed for 
the purpose of discovering evidence and witnesses who can 
testify to material acts. It is unadvisable to call detectives as 
themselves being actual witnesses of such acts, unless perhaps 
sometimes to merely corroborate the evidence of other persons. 
It is obviously a great temptation to unscrupulous persons, who 
wish to enhance their own reputation for cleverness and to earn 
higher fees, to allow them to testify to having seen acts which 
they go forth with the intention of seeing. And it is not only 
a great temptation to them, but it is a serious danger to the 
public. The recent case supplies a much-needed lesson, and one 
which it is to be hoped will be carefully learnt by all persons 
who have to institute delicate inquiries affecting the reputation 
of others. The sentence of five years’ penal servitude pass:d 
upon Gzorcz will also, it may be hoped, be a lesson to 
detectives. 





WE nave frequently remarked on the assiduity with which 
the movements of the learned judges at the commencement of 
each vacation are recorded in the daily press. The Whitsuntide 
paragraphs this year have been somewhat scanty, the journeys 
of a considerable number of the occupants of the beach being 
unaccounted for, possibly because they did not take any. It has 
long struck us that the information given on this subject, if 
it is to be given at all, is altogether inadequate. One wants to 
know not only where the learned judges go, but how they 
comport themselves on the journey. With a view of suggest- 
ing to our daily contemporaries a more satisfactory record, 
we instructed an able and active member of our staff, with 
a taste for detective investigation, to furnish us with a more 
complete narrative of the proceedings of a learned judge 
while on his way to his holiday resort. The following is the 
report which we have received: ‘‘ Mr. Justice left London 
yesterday for On arriving at the station, he made an 
Order in the following terms : ‘Corner seat, back to engine,’ and 
while on his way to the train he issued an injunction against 
his ‘golf things’ being placed in the van, and intimated 
that the porter’s costs would follow the event. Having been 
provided with certain printed matter, his lordship ordered 
farther particulars in the following terms, ‘John, get me 
Tit-Bits, Sporting Life, and the Pink ’Un.’ He further made 
a mandatory injunction as to telegraphing for lunch at the first 
stopping place, adding, as a term of his Order, ‘ Chicken breast, 
not leg.’ After the train had started, his lordship (being under 
the impression that he was sitting in court) went to sleep, but 
on the train stopping at the luncheon station promptly woke up 
with the remark ‘The motion fails.’ I regret that I was unable 
to discover the proceedings of the learned judge during the rest 
of his journey. When I last saw him he was engaged in 
severely censuring the refreshment-room attendant in respect of 
contempt of court in disobeying the injunction as to portion of 
chicken to be supplied.” 











Szvzra caszs recently have illustrated the difficulties which 
may arise when trustees are directed by a tenant for life to 
invest capital moneys arising under the Settled Land Acts in a 
manner selected by him. By section 22 (2) of the Act of 1882 
it is provided that “the investment or other application by the 
trustees shall be made according to the direction of the tenant 
for life,” and in Re Lord Coleridge’s Settlement (44 W. R. 59, 25 





Oh. D. 704) Cuxtrry, J., seems to have regarded this as ing 


“The tenant for life, in the exercise of his statutory power, cannot,” 
he said, ‘‘ be controlled by the trustees or by the court, so long ag 
he really and honestly exercises hisdiscretion.” On the other 

in Re Hotham (50 W.R. 150 ; 1901, 2 Ch, 790) Cozens-Haxpy, J, 
held that the trustees were not deprived of all volition and dig. 
cretion in the matter, and that in the case of a mortgage it wag 
their duty to satisfy themselves as to the title to and the valueof 
the pro investment. Similarly in Re Duke of Cleveland's 
Settled Estates (50 W. R. 508; 1902, 2 Ch. 350) Joyox, J., held 
that the trustees were entitled to insist on the investment of capital 
moneys being carried out through their own brokers and not 
through brokers nominated by the tenant for life. In the recent 
case of Re Theobald Kexewicu, J., has adopted the same principle 
where the tenant for life had directed the trustees to invest 
capital moneys in the purchase of ground-rents, and has 
held that they were entitled to satisfy themselves both as to 
the value of, and the title to, the rents. Hence where the 
tenant for life had accepted a twenty-two years’ title commencing 
with a mortgage, the trustees were held to be justified in insist- 
ing on a forty years’ title. Itis to be noticed that in the case 
of purchase of land with capital moneys the trustees are by 
section 42 of the Act of 1882 expressly exempted from liability 
for adopting any contract made by the tenant for life, and from 
the duty of inquiring as to the propriety of the purchase and 
from being answerable as regards price or as regards investiga- 
tion of title, if only the conveyance is in proper form and the 
usual receipt is obtained for the purchase-money; and it 
would seem that this provision in a case of purchase puts the 
whole responsibility on the tenant for life. Kexewion, J., however, 

took a different view. ‘‘I conceive it,” he said, ‘‘ to be quite 
possible that trustees may be entitled, and in some cases may be 
bound, to dofar more thanis suggested, notwithstanding the pro- 

tection from liability which the Act confers.’’ Of course, if thetenant 

for life were directing an investment which was clearly improper 

or open to objection, this might very well be so, but it is not 
apparent why both the trustees and the tenant for life should 

concern themselves with an investigation of title where, as in the 

present case, nothing unusual is being done. 





A Most important case to publicans was decided last week bya 
Divisional Court in Hmary v. Nolloth (rep rted elsewhere). The 
question raised was whether, under the Intoxicating Liquor (Sale 
to Children) Act, 1901, a licensed person could be convicted 
under section 2 of knowingly selling liquor to a child, when the 
liquor was in fact sold to the child by his servant contrary to his 
express directions. The evidence shewed that the publican 
was at the time himself in charge aud control of the bar, when 
his assistant, without his master’s knowledge, sold some liquor 
to a child not in a corked and sealed vessel. A notice 
was posted in the bar forbidding servants to sell to 
children, and in addition the assistant in question had 
been expressly forbidden to transgress the provisions of the 


Act. The words of the statute are ‘every holder of a licence 
who knowingly sells or delivers, or allows any person to sell or 
deliver.” The summons charged the appellant that he did 


“‘ knowingly allow B. to sell liquor to a person under fourteen, 
&c.” Now, in the case of the Commissioners of Police v. Cartman 
(44 W. R. 637; 1896, 1 Q. B. 655) it was held that a publican 
could be convicted of selling liquor to a drunken person under 
section 13 of the Licensing Act, 1872, when in fact the sale had 
been effected by a servant in the absence of, and contrary to the 
express general instructions of, his employer, the defendant. 
That case was relied on in support of the conviction against the 
appellant. In that case, however, the servant was in control of 
the bar in the absence of his master, whilst in the recent case 
the master was actually present in another part of the same 
room. This distinguishes the two cases clearly. In the older case 
Lord Russi, C.J., laid great stress on the fact that publicans 
often leave their premises under the control of other persons. 
Was there to be no remedy (he asked) if drink was sold by the 
person in control to a wumber of druaken persons? In the recent 
case the court quashed the conviction of the appellent, and the 





| Lord Chief Justice did muvh to put the law on a clear footing. 
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the tenant for life master of the situation to the fullest extent, | 
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ig judgment, if an act is simply and absolutely prohibited, 
inne) ge on the part of the master is not material. If, 
er, the statute uses words such as “‘ knowingly,” “‘ permits,” 
«gllows,” &c., knowledge is essential, asa general rule. But 
ere the licence-holder puts another person in control of his 
business and delegates his authority to him, then the ‘‘ permit- 
ting,” &c., is within the scope of his authority even though contrary 
to express general directions, and the master is answerable for 
his servant's act. Here, however, there was no delegation; the 
e-holder was himself in control, and the servant was 
disobedient. For the benefit of the public, several exceptions have 
been made in the law that one man cannot be criminally liable 
for the act of another done without his knowledge or consent ; it 
ig just as well, however, that the number of such exceptions 
should not be lightly increased. 





Tue VAST increase in the business transacted by life insurance 
ies and in the number of agents employed by them has 

cauged several cases to arise in which the question is how far the 
tation of an agent as to the validity of an insurance is a 

tation of fact or of law. In the case of McDowell-v. The 

london and Edinburgh Insurance Co., decided in 1901, which we 
haye already had occasion to discuss (45 Soxicrrors’ Journat, 
716), an action was brought by the plaintiff to recover back 
premiums which he had paid for some years in t of a 
policy on the life of a workman in which he had no. insurable 
intere:t. His story was that he had been induced to enter into 
this policy by the fraudulent representation of the agent of the 
defendants that it was “all right.” The Divisional Court in 
their judgment pointed out that all matters of fact were in 
the common knowledge of both parties, and that the 
mtation was at the most a misrepresentation of the 

lay. This statement, if it implied that for a misrepresen- 
tation by the agent of an insurance company as to the 
validity of an insurance there was no legal remedy, was 
not likely to give general satisfaction, and in a later case, Zhe 
British Workman and General Assurance Co. v. Cunliffe (18 Times 
L, R. 425, 502), where there was a similar representation as to 
the validity of an insurance, the Divisional Court said that the 
rule that money ped under a mistake of law cannot be recovered 
back only applied to ignorance of a general rule of law, and 
where it was clear that the mistake was occasioned by a mis- 
representation by one party to the other, and it was proved that 
one party was ignorant of the law and the other party, who 
made the representation, was not, and that the circumstances 
were such that the one party would rely upon the knowledge of 
the other and was thereby induced to pay money, it could not be 
retained by the party who had made the misrepresentation. 
Finally, the recent case of Harse v. The Pearl Life Assurance Co., 
heard and determined on the 11th of May, gives an even 
dearer illustration of the law. The t of an insurance 
company, in good faith and believing his statement to be 
tue, represented to the plaintiff t an insurance to 
be effected by the plaintiff on the life of his mother 
was valid, and the plaintiff, relying on that representa- 
ton, effected an insurance with the company on his mother’s 
life and paid premiums in respect of it; the policy being illegal 
and void for want of an insurable interest. It was held that 
the parties were not in pari delicto, and that the premiums could 
be recovered back, Ouannett, J., observing: “If a man who 
has no knowledge of insurance law is ty by an agent of the 
isurance company, who probably does know, and certainly 
ought to know, the general principles of the law relating to his 
business, to insure the life of another person, and, in answer to 
m inquiry as to whether the insurance will be legal and valid, 
inold by the agent that it will, then if he is fraudulently told 
0. . it 1s quite clear that the premiums can be recovered 
back. I am prepared to hold now that fraud is not essential, 
and that, as between parties situated as are the parties before 
the court, where the contract has been procured by a statement 
Which, though innocent, is not true, the money can equally be 
ered back, unless there was some conduct on the part of 

® plaintiff so wrong that he cannot be heard to set up the 
ality of the contract.” We may, therefore, assume that the 


In THE casE of Crane v. Ormerod, which was heard on the 
6th of May, the Divisional Court had to consider the startling 
propasteee that, where goods are taken in execution by the 

iliff of a oop bes and no claim having been made to them, 
are sold by the bailiff, and it subsequently appears that they 
were not the property of the judgment debtor at the time of the 
seizure or sale, the purchaser acquires a title to the goods 
as against the real owner. It might well be asked what reason 
in the nature of things could there be why a sale by the bailiff 
of the county court should give a title, when a sale by the 
sheriff inthe High Court givesnone? The argument in support 
of the proposition was founded on the sections of the County 
Court Act, 1888, which relate to execution. By section 156 the 
claimant of goods taken in execution must deposit their value 
or pay the costs of Keeping possession, otherwise the goods shall 
be sold. In Goodlock v. Cousins (1897, 1 Q. B. 348), the 
claimant having neglected to make the deposit or give the 
security required by the section, the bailiff proceeded to sell 
the goods, and it was held that this sale gave the purchaser 
a title, by analogy to what happens upon a sale 
under an order of the High Court in cases of interpleader. In 
Crane v. Ormerod, a piano which had been seized by the high 
bailiff did not belong to the judgment debtor, but had been lent 
to him under the hire-purchase system. The lenders, who did 
not know that the piano had been seized, made no claim to it 
before the sale. The argument in favour of the purchaser of 
the piano was that, assuming that a claimant who does not 
comply with the requirements of the section is barred of his 

ight to follow his goods, the owner of oo who makes no 
claim to them is in the same position. The court had not the 
slightest difficulty in holding that a purchaser where no claim is 
made does not come within the section. The well-established 
rule of law, in the absence of any express statutory provision, 
is that an execution can only be levied on the goods of the party 
inst whom the writ issues. A case may possibly exist when 
the real owner of goods may lose his right to them by reason of 
some assertion on his part that they belonged to the debtor, but 
nothing of the kind occurred in the present case. 





Tue acrion for seduction still maintains its place in the 
English law, Hong it has always been ed as an anomaly, 
depending as it does upon the fiction of loss of service. The 
King’s Bench Division in has recently in Hamilton v. 
Long (Ir. Rep., 1903, vol. 2, 407) decided a point as to the main- 
tenance of such an action with regard to which there appeared 
to be no authority. The plaintiff, a widow, brought the action 
for the seduction of her hter. The seduction occurred in 
the lifetime of the plaintiffs husband, the father of the girl, and 
while she was living with her parents. After her father’s death 
the daughter continued to live with the plaintiff, rendering her 
the ordinary household services, and two months after her 
father’s death was delivered of a child, the result of the seduction. 
In these circumstances the question arose whether the mother 
could maintain the action, either by the common law or by virtue 
of the Married Women’s Property Acts. For the plaintiff it was 
contended that it might be presumed that the daughter was the 
servant of her father and mother jointly at the time of the seduc- 
tion, in which case the action on his death would survive to the 
mother, or that, alternatively, it might be considered, since the 
Married Women’s Property Acts, that she was at the time of her 
seduction the servant of her mother. The court (Lord O'Baren, 
C.J., and Grsson and Mappen, JJ.) held, with much reluctance, 
that the action could not be maintained, as there was nothing to 
shew that the girl was the servant.of anyone but her father at 
the time of the seduction. We have no reason to suppose that 
a different decision would have been given if the case arisen 
in the English courts. The action was defeated by a mere 
accident, but it is curious that there is no report of any previous 
case in which such an accident had occurred. In d the 
action is given to the person seduced, so that all difficulty as to 
the proof of service is avoided. 





In connection with the suggested allocation of duties on food 
to the provision of old pensions, attention may be called to 





law on this interesting subject has been satisfactorily settled. 





the existing enactments for allocating the money which is popu- 
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larly called ‘‘ whisky-money ” (though derived also from beer) 
to the purposes of education. These enactments are very com- 
plicated and little understood. The 2nd section of the Education 
Act, 1902, directs local education authorities to apply to 
education purposes ‘‘all or so much as they deem necessary of 
the residue under section 1 of the Local Taxation (Customs and 
Excise) Act, 1890. That Act depends for its construction on section 
7 of the Customs and Inland Revenue Act, 1890, by which certain 
duties, including ‘such portion of the duties of excise and of 
customs imposed by section 11 of the Inland Revenue Act, 1880, 
and section 3 of the Customs and Inland Revenue Act, 1881, as 
amended by section 3 of the Customs and Inland Revenue Act, 
1889, in respect of beer, as equals threepence for every thirty- 
six gallons” were directed to be so “‘ appropriated as Parliament” 
might “hereafter direct by any Act passed in the” [then] 
‘present session.” The “ residue” under the later Act (c. 60), 
passed accordingly, was the residue left after the payment of 
£300,000 for certain purposes of police superannuation in 
England. The ear-marking of probate duties (since superseded 
by estate duties) and of local taxation licence duties for local 
purposes under the Local Government Act, 1888, is much less 
specific and easier to comprehend. It may be hoped that, in the 
event of any similar ear-marking of corn duties for old age 
pension purposes, the object of the Legislature will be more 
simply and intelligibly accomplished. 





Ir 18 stated that, owing to the illegible writing which is 
inflicted upon its departments, the Indian Government has 
issued an order to the effect that henceforth the name and rank 
or status of its correspondents shall be given at the head of all 
official documents and letters. We are sometimes tempted to 
wish that the Incorporated Law Society had power to make a 
similar order. The names of solicitor correspondents are gener- 
ally given at the head of their letters, but in some cases only 
the address is printed or stamped, and it not unfrequently 
happens that the only part of the letter which cannot be made 
out is the signature. Why men who are accustomed to sign 
numerous cheques almost every day cannot take the trouble to 
adopt a legible signature has always been a puzzle tous. We 
know an ingenious clergyman, in receipt of a large number of 
letters soliciting aid for institutions and persons, who invariably 
cuts out an illegible signature and pastes it on the envelope of 
his reply. A similar course would afford a hint to lawyers of 
the difficulties occasioned by their strange caligraphy. No 
doubt it may be said that the number of times which a solicitor 
has at the close of the day to append his name, or the name of 
his firm, to the letters which are placed before him naturally 
leads to carelessness. But carelessness cannot altogether account 
for the strange jamming together of words and letters, and the 
exuberant tails and flourishes which mark some signatures. 








Sale by a Mortgagee Under His 


Power of Sale After Foreclosure. 


Tue recent decision of Farwet, J., in Stevens v. Theatres ( Limited) 
(1903, 1 Ch. 857) deals with a question of considerable practical 
importance where a title is being made to property which has 
been in mortgage. Does an order for foreclosure, either nisi or 
absolute, debar the mortgagee from exercising his power of sale ? 
The point immediately before the court related to a sale after 
an order nisi, and before the foreclosure had been made absolute, 
and the decision was that the effect of the order was not to 
destroy the power of sale, but to require the leave of the court 
as a condition for its exercise. It seems, however, to follow 
from the judgment that even an order for foreclosure absolute 
does not destroy the power of sale, and that the mortgagee can 
sell under the power, though, if he does so, the effect will be to 
reopen the foreclosure and to render him liable to account to the 
mortgagor for the proceeds of sale. 
Upon principle it might be supposed that, since the order for 
vests the beneficial ownership of the land in the 
mortgagee, he would cease for all purposes to hold the position 
of mortgagee, and would thenceforth rank only as absolute 


owner. 


first time in the person who was previously a mere incum. 
brancer. The equitable estate of the mortgagor is then 
forfeited and transferred to the mortgagee.” But tho 
this is so as long as the foreclosure 
interference, yet the fact that the order has been made ig no 
guarantee that the court will not undo its own work and 
relegate the parties to their former positions of mortgagor and 
mortgagee. ‘At last,” said Jussex, M.R., in’ Campbell y, 
Holyland (7 Ch. D., p. 171), after describing the proceedings in 
a foreclosure suit, ‘there came the final order, which was called 
foreclosure absolute, that is, in form, that the mortgagor should 
not be allowed to redeem at all; but it was form only, just as 
the original deed was form only ; for the Courts of Equity soon 
decided that, notwithstanding the form of that order, they would 
after that order allow the mortgagor to redeem. That is, 
although the order of foreclosure absolute appeared to be a final 
order of the court, it was not so, but the mortgagee still 
remained liable to be treated as mortgagee, and the mortgagor 
still retained a claim tobe treated as mortgagor, subject to the 
discretion of the court.” 

Under what circumstances the court will exercise their dis. 
cretion and re-open the foreclosure it is not necessary for the 
present purpose to inquire. “It has been said by the highest 
authority,” observed Jxssexr, M.R., in the judgment just 
referred to, ‘‘ that it is impossible to say a priori what are the 
terms. They must depend upon the circumstances of each case.” 
The principle seems to be that the mortgagor must make his 
application promptly and must shew special circumstances of 
hardness in allowing the foreclosure to stand, as that he had 
been disappointed in his expectations of raising the money 
required for redemption within the time limited, or 
that the value of the property is largely in excess 
of the mortgage debt. The point of immediate importance 
is that the existence of this Ruatten in the court to reopen 
the foreclosure is a sufficient reason why the mortgagee should 
retain his power of sale. He can give no guarantee to a pur- 
chaser that the foreclosure will not be reopened, and hence he 
cannot in practice make a title as absolute owner unless either a 
substantial time has elapsed since the foreclosure absolute, or 
there are other circumstances which make it safe for a purchaser 
to conclude that the court will not interfere. Hence, if the 
power of sale were gone, the mortgagee’s position with regard to 
realizing the property would really be prejudiced by his having 
foreclosed. 

The case, however, of Watson vy. Marston (4 D. M. & G. 230) 
strongly favours theexistence of the power of sale after foreclosure. 
Therea mortgagee, with a powerof sale, obtained an absolute fore- 
closure, and then entered into an agreement for sale. The contract 
contained a clause providing that, as the vendor was mortgagee 
with power of sale, she would only enter into the usual covenant 
that she had not incumbered. The purchaser objected to the 
validity of the foreclosure decree, and insisted on having the 
conyeyance under the power of sale, but the vendor gave 
evidence that the above clause was inserted by inadvertence and 
that she had never meant to sell except as absolute owner under 
the foreclosure. In the result the Court of Appeal (Ture and 
Kw.cut-Bruce, L.JJ.) held that the inadvertence was a defence 
to the purchaser’s suit for specifically performing the contract 
by a conveyance under the power, but the course of the pro- 
ceedings shews that no real doubt existed that the power re 
mained exercisable notwithstanding the foreclosure. It is true 
that during the argument, Knicut-Bavos, L.J., remarked: “I 
doubt whether the plaintiff is not preferring a bad to a good 
title” ; but, as Farwext, J., in the present case of Stevens v. 
Theatres (Limited) (supra) pointed out, this wis merely a sugges: 
tion, and the Lords Justices did not say that there was no 
title at all to sell under the power of sale. “If,” 
remarked the learned judge, “it could have been said 
that there is no such power existing, it would have been 4 
short answer to make to a man who was insisting on having 
a cmveyance under that power.” As a matter of fact the 
vendor succeeded, not because her power of sale was no 





longer in existence, but because, since she had intended to sell 
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as absolute owner, and her power of sale had only been referred 
to by mistake, it would have been a hardship on her to require 
her to reopen the foreclosure by conveying under the power. It 
gems safe, therefore, to assume that Watson v. Marston, with 
the observations on it in Stevens v. Theatres (Limited), establishes 
that a mortgagee may still make a title under his er of sale, 
gyen though he has got an absolute foreclosure, but that if he 
does 90 the effect will be to reopen the foreclosure and he will 
have to account to the mortgagor for the proceeds of sale. 

So far as the continued existence of the power of sale is con- 
cerned, the case is analogous to that in which the mortgagor’s 
qquity of redemption has been barred by the mortgagee’s 
possession for twelve years without acknowledgment. This does 
got deprive the mortgagee of his right to exercise his power of 
ot Alison, 11 Oh. D. 284), and, of course, owing to the 
fificulty of proving the negative fact of want of acknowledg- 
ment, a sale under the power is much the most convenient 
gurse. But inasmuch as the effect of the Real Property 
Limitation Acts is to extinguish the mortgagor's interest, the 
mortgagee exercising his power of sale is under no liability to 
account for the proceeds. 

When the foreclosure is not yet absolute, but the proceedings 
have only got as far as an order nisi, a mortgagee who desires to 
exercise his power of sale is met by the difficulty that the 
mortgagor is under the order entitled to a reconveyance if he 
pays the mortgage money by the specified day, and hence if the 
mortgagee sells and conveys he renders himself unable to obey 
the terms of theorder. Upon this ground Farwe t, J., held in 
the present case that the mortgagee was under such circum- 
stances debarred from exercising his power of sale without first 
obtaining the leave of the court. ‘‘ When the parties,” he said, 
“have once taken the judgment of the court, neither party, in 
my opinion, is entitled without the leave of the court to put it 
out of his own power, by any act of his own, to obey the judgment 
of the court.” The mere commencement of proceedings, it should 
be noticed, does not prevent the exercise of the power: Adams v. 
Seott (7 W. R. 213). This result only follows where an order 
has been made, and it really involves no hardship on the mort- 

, since the court can be relied upon to give him all the 
assistance which is really required for the protection of his rights. 
Neither the order nisi nor the order absolute, therefore, 
extinguishes the power of sale, but between these two orders the 

wer of sale is in a manner suspended, and a mortgagee who 
esires to exercise it must apply for this purpose to the court. 








Some Recent County Court 


Statistics, 


We noticed last week the returns of Civil Judicial Statistics for 
England and Wales for the year 1901, and drew attention to the 
results as regards the county courts, but the matter deserves 
further consideration. The amount of business disposed of in 
those courts in the year 1901 was the largest recorded in any 
one year since the existing statutory county courts were estab- 
lished, fifty-seven years ago. On most of the circuits into which 
our county court ‘system is divided there has been a consider- 
able growth of business, and notably in Glamorgan and Surrey, 
in the cities of Sheffield, Birmingham, Liverpool, and Man- 
chester, and in some of the metropolitan county courts, in which 
last-mentioned courts it may be mentioned that during the 
year 1901 there were about four times as many plaints entered 
as there were writs issued during the same period in the Central 
Office of the Supreme Court of Judicature. 

The total number of county court plaints entered in the year 


under consideration reached no less a figure than 1,228,710, | 


being an increase of nearly 48,000 on the number issued in the 
preceding year, and the aggregate amount claimed thereby 
execeeded £3,600,000, giving an average per plaint of 
£2 19s, 10d. Moreover, as regards actions determined in the 
county courts in 1901, an increase of over 50,000 is recorded, 


and in the amounts recovered of upwards of £72,000. The| Pp 


sums paid in respect of fees and costs for the same period is also 


the largest yet credited to any one year. 
It is likewise satisfactory to note that, though, as already 





stated, the average amount per plaint issued in 1901 was under 
£3, there has in recent years been a steady increase in cases 
over £50 entered in the county courts by agreement of the 
parties, the average for the period from 1897 to 1901 being 
1,604, as against 403 during the period from 1876 to 1880. 

On the other hand, the jurisdiction of the county courts in 
equity cases does not exhibit that rapid increase so noticeable 
in other branches of their jurisdiction. Thus, though the 
number of equity petitions and notices filed in 1901 exceeds 
by nineteen that recorded in the preceding year, it will be 
found that, while the annual average for the years 1887 to 1891 
is 235°2, that for the years 1897 to 1901 is only 237°6. What- 
ever may be the reason of this stagnation, we venture to think 
it is probably attributable, in part, to the fact that the machinery 
provided by the County Court Act and Rules for the transaction of 
business in chambers is not nearly so adequate and suitable to 
equity ————— as that prevailing in the Chancery Division 
of the High Court. 

Turning to the derivative jurisdiction of the county courts, 
we find that, of actions remitted from the High Court, 1,638 
were a. of in the county courts in 1901, or twenty less 
than in the preceding year. Many of these cases necessarily 
absorb a great deal of time, involve considerable labour and 
trouble, and, it is believed, sometimes occasion serious arrears of 
ordinary business in the larger county courts, and notably in 
some of those within the metropolitan area. 

As regards the jurisdiction of the county courts under the 
Debtors Act, 1869, it appears from the returns under considera- 
tion that the number of debtors imprisoned in the year 1901— 
namely, 8,494, is the largest yet recorded in any one year since 
the foundation of the prevat county courts. This would seem 
to indicate that the judges are determined that the Act in ques- 
tion shall not be a dead letter, and that the law will be 
enforced against obstinate debtors who refuse to pay though 
able to do so. When, however, it is remembered that the 
number of warrants of commitment issued in 1901 exceeded 
130,000, the proportion of actual imprisonments can hardly be 
regarded as excessive. 

Except in the City of London Court, trial by jury is but 
seldom resorted to in the county courts, suitors evidently pre- 
ferring the certainty of a judicial adjudication to the more or 
less doubtful results secured by submitting cases to jaries, who 
not unfrequently disagree amongst themselves, or give verdicts 
not justified by the evidence. In this connection it may be 
interesting to mention that the present returns conclusively prove 
that county courts are, to cae the language of Master 
Macpong 1, the learned editor, ‘‘ plaintiffs’ courts par excellence,” 
the proportion of non-suits and judgments for defendants to 
— for plaintiffs not exceeding about one in eighty cases 
tried. 





In conclusion, it may be mentioned that during the year 
1901 the county courts sat for 9,946 days. 
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Books Received. 


A Treatise on the Law Relating to Pleasure Yachts: Being a 
Second Editon of Yachting Under Statute; the Principal 
Provisions of the Maritime Law applicable to Pleasure Yachts, 
Practically Arranged as a Handbook for the Use of Yacht Owners. By 
CHARLES FunR JEMMETT, .» B.C.L., M.A., M.L., Barrister-at- 
Law, and R. A. B. PREsTon, ., M.A., Barrister-at-Law. 


Maxwell (Limited). 


Sweet & 








It is announced that the opening of the next sitti of the Judicial 
Committee has been provisionally fixed for Thursday, the 11th of June, 
and that the list of business will include all ap (except certain 
Canadian appeals held over by consent) already set down. A further list 
of business will be issued for July, which, as at nt arranged, will 
include, besides the Canadian egpedie already mentioned, all appeals set 
down on or before Saturday the 20th of June. 

The Daily Mail states that a letter has been received by the Liverpool 
city authorities from Mr. T. H. Baylis, K.C., announcing that he has 
laced in the hands of the Home Secretary his resignation as presiding 
judge of the Liverpool Court of Passage. Mr. Baylis, who is in his eighty- 
fourth year, has presided over the Court of Passage for twenty-seven years, 
and for a considerable Bes has been the cldest judge in Great Britain, 
His resignation takes effect on the Ist of October, 
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capable of being used for one purpose only, then the sale would be for a 
purpose within the meaning of the section. The learned judge 
jnthe present case drew the necessary inference of fact. A draper, who 
was unskilled in hot-water bottles, went to a chemist and asked for a hot- 
gater bottle. That was a request to supply a hot-water bottle capable of 
heing used as a hot-water bottle was ordinarily used—namely, as a bottle 
capable of containing hot water for the purpose of being applied to some 
of the human body. Therefore there was a sale here of a specific 
for 2 particular purpose in circumstances which shewed that the 
buyer relied on the seller's skill or judgment. That was an inference of 
fact to be drawn from all the circumstances, and it ought not to be 
excluded because the chattel was sold simply as a hot-water bottle. 

gection 14, sub-section 1, of the Act therefore applied. 

Sneunc, L.J., agreed. In his opinion it was ultimately a question of 
fact. The learned judge found that the plaintiff, who had no special 
knowledge of hot-water bottles, went to the shop of the defendant, who 
was a chemist, and conveyed to his mind that he wanted a hot-water bottle 
fora particular purpose, and that he did it in such a way as to shew that he 
relied on the defendant’s skill or judgment. The learned judge had 

ds for drawing that inference. 

Marnew, L.J., said that he had nothing to add to the judgment of 
Walton, J.—Counset, Horridge, K.C., and A. P. Thomas; W.F. Taylor, 
K.C., and F. A. Greer, Soxicrrors, Oppenheim § Malkin ; Donnison § 


Hiwards. 
[Reported by W. F. Barry, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. } 





High Court—King’s Bench Division. 
EMARY (Appellant) ». NOLLOTH (Respondent). Div. Court. 28th May. 


OxnanaL Law—Sate or Intoxicatine Liqvor to Carty UnpErR Fourteen 
—Derivery in Vesse, Nerraer Corkep nor SkaALED—SALeE ny SERVANT 
Wrrnovt Masrer’s KNowLepce ANp IN Disorneprence to His Orpers— 
IyroxicatING Liqvors (SALE To Cuiipren):Acr, 1901 (1 Ep. 7, c. 27) 
8, 2. 

This was a case stated by G. Paul Taylor, Esq., a metropolitan magis- 
trate, at the Southwark police-court. On the 17th of July, 1902, an informa- 
tin was laid by the respondent agaiost the appellant under section 2 of 
the Intoxicating Liquors (Sale to Children) Act, 1901, for that the appellant 
did at his licensed premises, the Spa Tavezn, Bermondsey, unlawfully and 
knowingly allow one Barnes to sell intoxicating liquor to a person under 
the age of fourteen years in a vessel not corked and sealed. The magistrate 
found the appellant guilty. Upon the hearing of the information the 
following facts were proved : On the 13th of July, 1902, Alice Bastard, a child 
aged nine years, placed on the counter in the bar an empty bottle and 14d. 
to pay for a pint of porter. The bar was crowded with customers at the 
time, The appellant, who was then himself in chargeof hislicensed premises, 
was present in another part of the bar, but did not see the child, and had 
noknowl-dge of any intoxicating liquor being sold to her. Barnes, a barman 
employed by the appellant, filled the bottle with porter and returned it to 
the counter, whence it was taken away by Bastard, neither corked nor 
swaled. The appellant kept posted in the bar the following notice: ‘‘ Every 
servant employed at this establishment is expressly forbidden to supply 
any intoxicating liquors, either for consumption on or off the premises, to 
auy child who is in his or her opinion under fourteen years of age, except 
in sealed and corked bottles containing not less than one pint.’’ Prior to 
the sale the appellant had given express instructions to Barnes similar to 
the directions in the notice. The magistrate found that Barnes in serving 
Bastard was acting within the general scope of his employment as the 

t’s barman, and that Barnes in breach of the appellant’s express 

and without his knowledge had knowingly sold the porter to a child 

mder fourteen in a vessel neither corked nor sealed. The magistrate was 
satisfied that the appellant had not connived at the sale, but he was of 
opinion that the appellant was liable under the said statute for any 
act done in contravention thereof upon his licensed premises by his 
servant provided such act was within the general sco of his 
employment, and that the fact that such servant ac without 
the appellant’s knowledge and in disobedience to his orders afforded 
to ground of defence. The question for the opinion of the court 

Was = 4 ip ae = right in law in so ho'ding. It was 

tontended for the appellant that knowledge on his Was necessary 

to constitute the offence. Brooks v. Mason (61 Ww. Roa; 1902, 2 K. B. 

143), Somerset v. Hart (82 W. R. 594, 12 Q. B. D. 360), Somerset v. Wade 

2 W. R. 399; 1894, 1 Q. B. 574), Commissioners of Police v. Cartman 

1896, 1 Q. B. 655), and Worth v. Brown (40 Sourcrrors’ Jovrnat, 515), 

the respondent it was contended that knowledge of the servant was 
sufficient : Bosley v. Davies (24 W. R. 140, 1 Q. B. D. 87), and Bond vy. Evans 

(6 W. R. 767, 21 Q B.D. 249), 

Tar Covrr (Lord Atversrone, C.J., and Caannent, J.) allowed the 


A.verstone, C.J., in giving judgment, said The point was whether 
for the purpose of this particular offence the knowledge of the person who 
tetually sold and who was the agent of the licence-holder was sufficient, 

the cases cited three principles were to be derived. . First, if the act 

Was prohibited, knowledge was immaterial, as in Brooks v. Mason, 
Seontily, where there were words in the Act such as ‘“ knowingly permits 
wallows,’’ knowledge was essential; but if a man put another hh charge 
mi delegated to him his own authority and power to prevent the com- 
mission of the offence he had been held to permit or allow within the 
heaning of the statute, ‘The third matter the court had to consider was 
at was the rule where there had been no delegation of authority, and 
the licence-holder was himself at the time controlling the business, and 
tad given direct instructions to his servants, and had given notice that he 





was not going to allow any infraction of the Act. He, the learned judge, 
thought that on the facts of this case the appellant could not be convicted. 
CHANNELL, J., concurred. A allowed and conviction quashed.— 
Counset, Danckwerts, K.C., and Bruce- Williamson ; Macmorran, K.C., and 
A, Gill. Sottcrrons, Maitlands, Peckham, § Co. ; Wontner & Sons. 
[Reported by E. G, Strziwett, Esq., Barrister-at-Law.] 


GROOM (Appellant) ». GRIMES (Respondent). Div. Court. 28th May. 
Crmuvat Law—Sate or Introxicatine Liqvor to Carty Unper Fovrreen 
—Detivery ry Vesset. Neirner Corkep nor Seatep—No Know ener 
on Part Errner or Master og Servant THAT Caitp was Unper Fovur- 
TREEN—INTOXICATING Liquors (SALE TO CxILpREN) Act, 1901 (1 Eb. 7, c. 

27), s. 2. 

Case stated by J. Bros, Esq., metropolitan police magistrate, sitting at 
the Clerkenwell police-court. On the 8th of Socaninn, 1902, an ilies 
tion was laid by the respondent —- the appellant under section 2 of 
the Intoxicating Liquors (Sale to Children) Act, 1901, for that the appel- 
lant did at his licensed premises unlawfully and knowingly sell and 
deliver one pint of beer to one John Mahony, a person under the age of 
fourteen years, for consumption off the premises, such liquor not being 
in a oes and sealed vessel. Upon the hearing of the summons 
the magistrate found the appellant guilty of the said offence. The 
following facts were proved: On the 8th of November, 1902, Mahony 
entered the licensed premises of the appellant and requested te be 
supplied with a pint of beer in an open can. Charles George, a bar- 
man in thé service of the appellant, was then serving in the bar and 
asked Mahony how old he was. Mahony replied that he was fourteen, 
and the barman thereupon suppli-d him with the beer in the said can. 
The appellant was not present at the time of the sale, and had no know- 
— thereof. The can in which the beer was supplied was neither 
corked nor sealed. The statement of Mahony that he was fourteen years 
old was untrue, his age being then thirteen years and eleven months. 
At the time of the sale the barman honestly believed that the statement 
made by Mahony that he was fourteen years old was true, and did not 
know, and had no reason to believe that Mahony was under the age of 
fourteen years. For the appellant it was contended that he was not liable 
to be convicted of the offence charged unless it were proved that his 
barman had effected the sale with knowledge that Mahony was under 
the age of fourteen, and that inasmuch as he honestly believed at 
the time of the sale that Mahony was fourteen years old, and had no 
reason to think otherwise, the appellant ought to be acquitted. The 
magistrate was of opinion that section 2 of the said Act enacted 
an absolute prohibition against the sale of intoxicating liquor to any 
person under the age of fourteen, except in corked or sealed vessels, 
and that it was not necessary in this case for the prosecution to prove that 
the barman effected the sale with knowledge that Mahony was under the 
age of fourteen. He accordingly held that the circumstance that the bar- 
man did not know that Mahony was under the age of fourteen, but 
honestly believed that he had attained that age, did not in law afford the 
appellant any ground of defence to the charge preferred against him. The 
question for the opinion of the court was whether the magistrate was 
right in so holding; or whether, on the facts stated, he was entitled to be 

uitted. 
ne Covrr (Lord Atverstons, C.J., and Caannett, J.) allowed the 
appeal and upheld the contention of the appellant, Appeal allowed and 
conviction quashed.—Covnset, Danckwerts, K.C., and Bruce- Williamson ; 
A. Gill. Sourcrrors, Maitlands, Peckham, § Co. ; Wontner & Sons. 
{Reported by E. G. Srmutwett, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 


WESTON v. FIDLER. Div. Court. Sth May. 


Laxptorp aANp TeNant—Weekty Texnancy—Seven Days’ Notice ro Qurr 
—Noricr Given sy Lanptorp on One Monpay ror THE FoLtowime 
Monpay—lInsvrriciency or Svcn Norrce. 

Appeal by the plaintiff from a decision of his Honour Judge Mansel 
Jones at the Sheffield County Court, in an action to recover sion of 
certain premises let by the plaintiff to the defendant on a tly tenancy. 
The case raised a short but important question as to the sufficiency of the 
notice toquit. The defendant was the tenant of the premises in question 
at a rental of 12s. a week. On the 17th of November last year, which was 
a Monday, notice to quit on the following Monday was given the defend- 
ant. By the rent-book agreement, the tenancy might be determined 
by the landlord or the tenant on giving to the other a week's notice, and it 

rovided that weekly tenants should pay the rent on each Monday as it 
yecaume due, and rent not _ to the collector on Mi in any week 
should be brought to the office. The county court judge that though 
the rent was in fact paid on Monday, it became due on Sat y, and that 
the tenancy was therefore a Saturday tenancy, and a good notice could 
only be given on a Saturday, He gg = Bp judgment for the 
defendant, and the landlord . On appellant's behalf it was 
argued that a weekly tenancy might be terminated, in the absence of 

e contract to theicontrary, by what the court thought was a reason- 

able notice, and counsel pointed out that it was the invariable custom to 

treat a week's notice as reasonable; and that the week's notice might be 
given on any day, not necessarily oa the day on which the tenancy com- 
menced. The notice in question was therefore a good notice. He referred 
to Soames v. Nicholson (1902, 1 K. B, 157), Counsel submitted that here 

there was in law a week’s notice because there was no fixed rule that a 

weekly tenancy should expire on the day of the commencement of the 

tenancy. Without calling on the respondent the court gave judgment 


dismissing the al. 
Wns, J., sald the question which arose in the case was whether a 








notice which was given on the Monday to terminate on the following 
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Monday was a good notice. In his opinion the case stood entirely on the 
facts applicable to this particular case. The terms of the tenancy, so far 
as concerned notice, appeared on the rent-book, which said that the 
tenancy might be determined by landlord or tenant giving to the other one 
week’s notice, and then there was another provision that the key was to be 
delivered to the landlord or his agent before 12 o’clock on the day of 
leaving. Be it observed, there was no question of what was a reasonable 
notice for a weekly tenancy, the length of the notice being provided by the 
agreement itself—it was to be one week's notice, and it was to be such a 
notice as would expire and be effectual by 12 o’clock on the following 
Monday. Of course, there was a way of looking at it which had been 
suggested on the part of the plaintiff—namely, that it was sufficient if you 
gave a notice on one Monday to expire at 12 o’clock the next Monday. 
But he could see no reason why the usual rule should not apply, that the 
law did not take notice of the fraction of a day, and this notice must 
be treated just as it would be if it had been given after 12 
o’clock on the Monday upon which it was given. One could 
see why that rule had grown up. It was a rule of conveni- 
ence, because, if it did not exist, there would be rpetual conflicts 
as to whether the notice was given, or a particular act had taken place at 
12 o’clock, 12.30, or 1 o’clock, and they would have all sorts of questions 
as to local time and Greenwich time, and questions arising as to whose 
watch was right, and all sorts of controversies. He had no doubt that was 
the origin of the rule, which has now prevailed for a very long time in our 
law with reference to things that were to be done on a particular day. It 
seemed to him, therefore, it was much more convenient to have the usual 
rule, and say that the notice which must be given must be one which leaves 
seven clear days. He could appreciate and understand the argument which 
Mr. Reed addressed to the court, on the ground of convenience in respect 
of this i tenancy, but that seemed to him to be met by the answer 
that the landlord in this case could remove all di for the future by 
simply putting an adequate condition on the back of his notice. He 
himself, at ali events, could see no reason for departing from the usual 
rule of construction in these matters, which was that a fraction of a day 
was not good notice for that day, and therefore that the notice in this case 
was not sufficient. 

CHANNELL, J., concurred. The appeal was accordingly dismissed with 
costs.—Counset, Herbert Reed, K.0.,.and Carrington ; Waddy. Sottscrrors, 
H. G. Campion & Co. ; Indermaur & Brown, for Webster & Styring, Sheffield. 

[Reported by Ersxtxe Rep, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 








Law’ Societies. 


Law Association. 


The eighty-sixth annual general court was held at the Incorporated 
Law Society’s hall on Thursday, the 28th day of May, 1903, Mr. Charles 
Burt (the vice-president) being in the chair. Amongst those present 
were Mr. S. J. Daw (treasurer), Mr. F. T. Birdwood, Mr. R. H. Peacock, 
Mr. R. J. Pead, Mr. 8S. A. Ram, and Mr. A. Toovey (directors), and 
several members, including Messrs. W. O. Reader, E. 8. Courroux, J. P. 
Lyell, H. Stanley Smith, H. G. Wedd, and E. E. Barron (secretary). 

The report of the directors stated that the funded property of the asso- 
ciation now consisted of the following investments—viz. : Consols, £23,000 ; 
India 3 per Cents., £5,000; India 34 per Cents., £2,000; Local Loans 3 

Cent. Stock, £2,000; Great Indian Peninsula Railway Annuity Class 

, £179 1s. 1d. ; Great Indian Peninsula Railway Guaranteed 3 per Cent. 
Stock, £660; East Indian Railway Co. Annuity Class B, £307 13s. 9d.; 
and that the above-mentioned securities, at the market price on 
the 20th of May, 1903, were worth over £43,000; that the receipts 
of the association were as follows: Dividends on the above invest- 
ments, £1,303 lls. 4d-; annual subscriptions, £271 19s.; donations, 
£2 12s. 6d. ; total receipts for the year, £1,578 2s. 10d. ; life subscriptions, 
£73 10s.; that the directors have distributed £655 amongst 12 members’ 
and £475 amongst 22 non-members’ cases, making the total relief granted 
£1,130. In celebration of the King’s Coronation an additional gift of £10 
each was made to 10 annuitants, widows and daughters of former members ; 
and of £5 each to 15 widows or daughters of deceased solicitors, who had 
not been members. Since the formation of the association in 1817, the 
amount of relief granted to members and their families is £75,943, and to 
solicitors (non-members) and their families, £14,565, making a grand total 
of £90,508. Twenty-five new members had joined the association during 
the past year, of whom seven were life members. 

directors’ report and balance-sheet for the past year to the 20th 
May, 1903, had been read, 

Mr. Toovry, as chairman of the board for the past year, called attention 
to the satisfactory position of the association, the increase of member- 
ship and of the invested funds. Liberal grants had been made to all 

prving cases, including special Coronation gifts to twenty-five old 
adies. He moved the adoption of the report and balance-sheet, which 
was unanimously carried. 

The Lord Chief Justice was re-elected president, and Mr. Charles Burt, 
4.P., Six John Hollams, and Mr. Laurence Desborough were appointed 
vice-presidents. Mr.8.J. Daw and Mr. F. T. Birdwood were elected 
treasurers for the ensuing year. Mr. J. W. C. Frere was elected a trustee 
in place of Sir Thomas Paine, retiring, and the board of directors was re- 
appointed. 





The Lord Chief Justice has requested the attendance of the King’s 
Bench judges at a meeting in his private room at the Law Courts on 
Tuesday afternoon next at three o'clock, to dispose of business arising in 
their division. 
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Legal News. 


Appointments. 


Mr. Gitnert Metxor, barrister-at-law, has been appointed his Majesty's 
Agent to attend the Mixed Commission on Venezuelan claims constituteg 
by Article IV. of the Protocol of the 13th of February, 1903, between the 
United Kingdom and the United States of Venezuela. 

Mr. Georce Bmcua t, solicitor, of 85, Gracechurch-street, Li mdon, and 
Surbiton, has been appointed a Commissioner of the Supreme Court of the 
Transvaal to Examine Witnesses and take Affidavits in that court. 

-Mr. Atrrep Lyrretton, K.C., M.P., has been appointed Chancellor of 
the Diocese of Rochester. 





Changes in Partnerships. 
Dissolutions. 

Sypvry Jonn Montracv, Harry Toomas Mivenam, and Epwanrp Heyry 
Monracv, solicitors (Montagu, Mileham, & Montagu), 5 and 6, Bucklers. 
bury, London. May 28. So far as regards the said Edward Heary 
Montagu, who retires from the firm ; the said Sydney John Montagu ang 
Harry Thomas Mileham will continue the said business under the present 
style of Montagu, Mileham, & Montagu. [ Gazette, June 2, 


General. 


The Honorary Degree of D.C.L. of the University of Oxford is to be con- 
ferred on Lord Lindley, of East Carleton, in the county of Norfolk, one 
of his Majesty’s Lords of Appeal in Ordinary. 

For swearing a jury at an inquest at High Wycombe, on Wednesday, 
says the Daily Mail, Mr. Charsley, the coroner for South Bucks, used a 
New Testament printed in the year 1798. The book, which has been in 
constant use by Mr. Charsley, his father, and grandfather, for 105 years, 
and is still in good condition,originally cost ninepence. At the lowest 
computation the volume must have been kissed 100,000 times. 

It is certainly a sign of the times, says the Paris correspondent of the 
Times, that a monthly magazine devoted to the cause of international 
arbitration should be published in Paris. La Justice Internationale; Revue 
Mensuelle des Travaux et Décisions dela Cour Permanente d’ Arbitrage 
. + « et des Questions de Droit International, edited by M. Gustave 
Hubbard, a member of the Paris Bar and of the Chamber of Deputies, 
promises to be an effective medium for the dissemination of sound views 
on an important subject of universal interest. It is furthermore likely to 
be found indispensable as a work of reference by journalists, diplomatists, 
and others interested in international affairs, owing to its collection of 
important documents of State. 

Judge Alfred C. Coxe, of the United States Circuit Court, in the course 
of an address before the students of Columbia University recently, took 
occasion, says the Albany Law Journal, to enter a timely protest against any 
attempt to increase the number of judges in the courts, especially in the 
Supreme Court of the United States. Already, he declared, there are 
twice as many judges in New York State as in the whole of England, 
which has five times the amount of litigation. The Supreme Court disposed 
of 375 causes during its last session, and it has but nine judges. More 
than that number, he believed, would make the court unwieldy. What, 
in his opinion, is needed, is the simplification of procedure in the courts, 
and,the discouragement of useless litigation. 

The Albany Law Journsl fally reports the decision of thé United States 
Circuit Court of Appeals in the case of the Northern Securities Co., to 
which we recently referred, and says that the judgment has given rise to 
a vast amount of discussion and wide differences of opinion as to its 
justness. The appeal has been perfected, and a final adjudication is 
expected in October or November of the present year. The importance of 
the decision lies in the fact that for the first time it has been held that the 
bare possession of means of restraining trade, irrespective of the purposes 
or aims in view, is prohibited within the meaning of the Sherman Anti- 
trust Act, as it is interpreted by the court; in other words, that the mere 
ownership of two competing lines by the Securities Co. is in itself a restraint 
of trade. This isa proposition so repugnant and so revolutionary that it 
is hardly conceivable the Supreme Court will give it its indorsement. 
The difficulties and dangers of such an application of the rule in deter- 
mining whether or not the business of a corporation is actually in restraint 
of trade, are too obvious to need pointing out. It would seem that the 
logical and inevitable result of such an interpretation as has been given to 
the law by the Circuit Court of Appeals would be that two merchants on 
opposite sides of a street would be unable to consolidate and form a co- 
partnership because by so doing they would be taking possession of the 
means of restraining trade. No individual or corporation would be safe in 
acquiring property, because its very ownership would be taken as con- 
trolling proof that the individual or corporation is carrying on business 
contrary to the provisions of the Sherman Act. 
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Date Emenorency Arvean Covnr Mr. Justice Mr, Justice 
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Wedneway ...., 10 W. Leach Creswell Farmer Carrington 
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HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE—KING’S BENCH DIVISION. 
Masters my Cuoampers ror Triviry Sirrrnas, 1903. 
A to F.—Mondays, Wednesdays, Fridays, Master Lord Dunboyne ; 


Tuesdays, Thursdays, Saturdays, Master Da: 


y: 
G to W.—Mondays, Wednesdays, Fridays, Master Chitty; Tuesdays, 


Thursdays, Saturdays, Master Macdonell. 


O to Z.—Mondays, Wednesdays, Fridays, Master Archibald ; Tuesdays, 
rforce. 


Thursdays, Sa‘urdays, Master Wilbe: 


Practice Master. 
A Master will sit daily in his own room in accordance with the following 


rota to dispose of all Questions of Practice, Ex parte Applications, and 
General Business. 


Monday, Master Wilberforce. 
Tuesday, Master Lord en ge 
Wednesday, Master Macd: q 
Thursday, Master Chitty. 
Friday, Master Day. 

Saturday, Master Archibald. 








The Property Mart. 


Result of Sale. 


Reversions AND Lirt Pouicres. 


Messrs. H. E. Foster & Crayriecp held their Fortnightly Sale (No. 740) of the 
above Interests at the Mart, E C., on Thursday when the majority of the lots offered 
were sold. The total realized being £3,945. 

REVERSIONS: £ 
Absolute to One-half of Park Tavern, Tollington-park, N., pro- 
ducing £85 per annam ; life 72 .. Sold 735 
Absolute to One-fourth of £6,160 and One-twentieth of £20,000; 
lives 68 and 68 ‘ee *” 785 
Absolute to a Moiety of £3,885; life Sw wai “ ose at S00 400 
Absolute to One-eighth of £12,449 ; life 61 ” B00 
Contingent to One-seventh of £1,601 23 per Cent. Consols and One- 
sixteenth of £1,709 2} Consols; lives 75 — 78 of o 1235 
LIFE POLICY for £2,000; life ge oo ove ove «+ 9 = 2,100 








Winding-up’ Notices. 
London Gazette.—Fripay, May 29. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
LimireD IN Guancesr. 


Caen Pure Ices Syxpicate, ag for wind: en's chmbrey Tele presented May 19, directed 
Tek 


be heard June 16. Ashley legraph st, solors for 
pe‘ners. Notice of appearing must Db tee later than 6 o'clock in 
the afternoon of June 15 


Britisu Viscorp Co, Liwrrep (1x LigvipaTrion as are ay ery on or before July 
and 


1, to send their names and ¥ eir debts or claims, to 


James Henry Mitchiner, 59, Mark In 


Cretvicot Co, Liwrep - Creditors are , on or before July 1, to send in their names 


and addresses, and the particulars of sit ty ted or claims, te ‘Arthur Henry Caesar, 8, 
Gresham st 


Cuistenurst Lawn Tesnis Grounp Syxpicate, ey Creditors are required, on 


before June 30, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of debts or 
claims, to Alfred Ernest Wright, 81, Cammion st 


Haxvixe & Co (Bradford on ‘Avon), Liuitep—Creditors are uired, on or before 


ry tesend thet names and addres and the = AE ae Re 
C. Peyer, 2, Adelaide pl, London Bridge. 


liquidator 
Lower Assam Co, Liurrep—Creditors are required, on or of oy daly is'to send their 


names and addresses, and the particulars debts or claims, to H 


MERCANTILE AND Misixe Conbacmme 4 or Bripisu p megs a A, Loarep—Peta a 
d to be Christmas, 


winding up, pr t y 26, ct June 
st, Wenediery , solor for petner. Notice of a ust reach S aeveomnel 
not later than’6 o’cloek in the afternoon of June 





O.pvuam, Mippietrox, anp Rocnupate Coat Co, gen Py 


before July 1, to send their. names and addresses, and a be ot 
claims, to James I ‘ord, Hill Hou House, Rochdale. Woodcock & Co, Bloomsbury sq, f 
Tweedale & Co, Oldham, solors for liq 


uidators 
Portsmouth aNnp Gosport Morors, Liwrrep—Petn for winding up, ted May 23, 
‘directs : . 30. Hobbs & Bruton, High st, 


directed to be heard at Portsmouth, June 11, at 10, 
Portsmouth, solors for petner, Notice of ap must reach the By a 
later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of June 10. 

Usuiurrep my QCHaANcery, 
CO. J. E. Srerrie & & Stain are required, on or before June 25, to send particulars 
“a their debts and claims to Oscar Berry, Monument sq, London Bridge. Smith & 
Hudson, Mincing In, solors 

London Gazette,—Turspay, June 2. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Lawrrep ix CHancrry, 

Aur. Dover. & Co, Liwrres—Petn for winding up, prpeeet See May p. directed to be 
heard at Leeds June 15. North & Sons, 4, East . Noice 
of appearing must reach the above-named not ayy 6  olock ~y afternoon of 
June 14 


Avromaroerarn Co, Liarrep—Petn for directed to be 
heard June 16, Paddison & Co, 34-36, — at, sc re or of appeanng 
must reach the above-named not later than 6 0 eae in the raed June 15 

Baxnsury Inperenpent Newsrarsr Co, jam,* rps uired, on or before 
July 13, to send their names and addresses, and th of — debdts or claims, 
to Uhas. Herbert Cobbold, Needle Wood, nr Newman & Bond, Barnsley, 

solors to the liquidator 

Lowrnrr Hematrre Inox Co, Linrrep—Creditors are req on or befare June 3, to 


send in their names and addresses, to William Leitch, Bp om Works, Workington 

Yxisarinon Ayrrracrre Oo, Lanvep Seas are required, 08 or before July 10, to 

send ir pames and ebdreenes, ond the particulars of or claims, to Samuel 
Taylor, 3, Temple bidgs, Goa’ 

Yonuxsurear Curate : Ms AND Basar Co, Laurrep frie are required, on or before 

4, to send their and addresses, avd the particulars of their debts or 

to Tom Roberts, Churehfiekils, Glass Houghton, Castiefor) 
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Creditors’ Notices. 


Under Estates in Chancery. 


Last Day or Cram. 
London Gazette —Frivay, May 29. 


Gites, Wit11am, Melton Mowbray, Draper June 30 Barnes v Giles, Eady, J Barker, 
Melton Mowbray 

Rocrnrs, Mary Any, Teignmouth June 24 Langworthy v Hawkins & Dewdney, Farwell 
and Eady, JJ Langwortby, Bedford row 


Under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 
Last Day or CLam. 


London Gazette.—Fripay, May 29. 


Arnex, Grorcr Banxrs Frioyer, Great Marlborough st June 30 Slade, Laurence 
Pountney hill 
Arxrxsoyx, Peter Luypy, Cardiff June 30 - Heard & Co, Cardiff 
Austix, Cuarites Atitryxe Summers, Sunvingwell, Berks, Barrister at Law June 30 
Mallam & Son, Oxford 
Bares, Grorae, Forest Gate June 27 Pearce & Sons, Giltspur st 
Baywes, Lieut Gen Ropert Stuart, Hayward’s Heath June 30 Nicholson & Crouch 
Surrey st, Strand 
Buvett, Lavra, Exeter June 10 Clapp, Exeter 
Boyyer, Joun Tuomas, Sheerness, Kent, Licensed Victualler June 24 Murrough Gt 
James st, Bedford row 
Barwer, Mary Burrows, Boscombe July9 Barnard & Taylor, Lincola’s inn fields 
Broapiey, Jony Grorce Lewis, Southchurch, Southend June 30 Moodie & Son, 
Basinghall av 
Butt, Atrrep, Sutton July 10 Andrew & Cheale, Tunbridge Wells 
Burae.t, Evizanetn Jaxx, Tunbridge Wells July 10 Andrew & Cheale, Tunbridge 
Wells 
Caysinc, Fanny, Bath June 30 Lee & Co, Queen Victoria st 
Cuaruan, Groror, York July2 Shaftoe, York 
Cavecu, Maria, Upper Holloway June 29 Tatham & Lousada, Old Broad st 
Coz, Jonx, Pembroke, Farmer June 16 Lowless, Pembroke 
Corr, Wit11am Henry, Regent’s Park July 13 Trinder & Co, Leadenhall st 
Curae, Exizanern, North Finchley July 14 Hale, Queen Victoria st 
Curriz, Major Caartes, East London, Cape of Good Hope July 14 Murray & Co, Bir- 
ehin In 
Denna, Axx, Notting Hill June% Tatham & Co, Queen Victoria st 
Doxz, Tuoxas, Eaton by Tarporley, Chester, Farmer June 27 Bate, Chester 
Duwcax, Jonx, Liverpool, Shipwright June10 Duncan & Son, Liverpool 
France, Hexry Witx1am, Wardour st, Oxford st, Undertaker June 30 Dalston & Co, 
Southampton st, Bloomsbury 
Gixou., Groror, Bristol June 30 Veale, Bristol 
Goopa.t, Harniet, Liverpool July1 Payne & Co, Liverpool 
Graxor, Epwiy, Leyton July 10 Freeman, Leyton, Essex 
Gurexnavcn, Grorcr, Rochdale, Wine Merchant June 30 Molesworth & White, 
Rochdale 
Hatocntox, James Hesry, Paddington June20 Nye & Co, Serjeants’ inn, Temple 
Hicxuixe, Jonx Snzeneanv, Cawston, Norfolk, Farmer July 1 Forster, Aylsham 
Hoare, Aveustus Fraxces, West Eaton pl July 8 Longbourne & Co, Lincoln’s inn 
fields 
Hottows, Grorar,Todmorden June 26 Wright, Bacup 
Horrs, Axx, Middleham, Yorks Juue 30 Maughan, Middleham 
Horsratt, Many Axx, Horbury, Yorks June 26 Shaw, Hebden Bridge 
Hvonzs, A.rzep, Birminghom, Plumber July 1 King & Mills, Birmingham 
Hest, Euua Jaxx, Kennington July 13 Barnard & Taylor, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Ker.ise, Grorcr Scuoverie.p, Coleshill, Warwick, Sasi June 30 Ellis, 
Birmingham 





Leaver, Freperick Curistoruer, Upper Norwood June 24 Dixon & Co, Lancaster pl, 
Strand 

Ler, W11114M, Beeston, Notts June 24 Carter, Nottingham 

MarsHa.t, Frances Henrietta, Tunbridge Wells July 10 Andrew & Cheale, Tunbridge 
Wells 

Marsuatt, Jane Atmenta, Brighton July 10 Andrew & Cheale, Tunbridge Wells 

MarsHatt, Joseen, Notting Hill, Draper June 30 Hughes, Edgware rd 

MircHe.t, Gzorar, Wandsworth Common, Surveyor June 24 Whale, Cannon st 

Morris, Cravp1a Mary, Gt Marlow July9 Morgan, Gt Marlow 

Moss, Wi1114M, Brentwood, Whitesmith Aug1 Taylor, New Broad st 

NeeEsom, Cuar.es, Thornbury, Bradford June28 Perkins, Bradford 

Nessitt, Roperr WiL11AM, Heaton, Newcastle upon Tyne, Engineer July 1 Sutherland, 
Newcastle upon Tyne 

Nicuout, Emtry, Beckenham June 29 Frame & Son, Essex st, Strand 

Nuswn, Samve, Ipswich, Fish Merchant June 20 Robbins, Ipswich 

Pacer, Freperick, Melton, Suffolk, Agricultural Engineer July 9 Welton, Woodbridge 

Pircuer, Joun Carey, Hailsham, Sussex June 23 Coles & Sons, Hailsham 

Prowsg, Puitie Oprirr, East Allington, Devon, Yeoman July 1 Square & Co, King: 
bridge 

Ranxey, Loursa Janz, Great Malvern July 10 Winterbotham & Co, Cheltenham 

Rarupone, SaAmvuet Gree, Cockermouth, Cumberland June 30 Laces & Co, Liverpool 

Row ey, Marrua Janz, Landport, Hants June 30 Johnson, Landport 

Sa.rer, Henrietta Jowanna, Eastbourne June 26 Mundell, Godliman st 

Sarcayt, Epwarp Homer, Beguildy Vicarage, nr Knighton, Radnor June 30 Ryland & 
Co, Birmingham 

SurtH, ANNE, West Norwood June 24 Whale, Cannon st 

Tasker, Mary Jane, Chester June8 Sidebotham & Sidebotham, Manchester 

Tuomas, Davip, Brighton July 1 Goodman, East Molesey, Surrey 

Touxtys, ALrRED, Knightsbridge June 30 Howard & Atherton, Abchurch In 

Townsos, Mary, Skipton, Yorks,Grocer June 29 Watson, Skipton 

Tucker, W1LL1AM James, Stourport, Worcester June 20 Loft, Stourport 

Vickers, Jutia, Meretown House, Staffs July 4 Hickin, Moseley, Birmingham 

Warxiy, Epwarp Jongs, Llanwnog, Montgomery July1 Martin & Co, Newtown 

Witwiams, Emma Jane, Llandudno July1 Chamberlain & Johnson, Liandudno 

Wotstennotme, Witiiam, Oswaldtwistle, Lancs, Labourer June 15 Westwell, 
Accrington 

Woop, Jutia, North Shields June 27 Brown & Holliday, North Shields 

Youna, Herseet Honiamsy, Oxted, Surrey June 30 Pearless & Son, East Grinstead 


London Gasette.—TvurEsoay, June 2. 


Barron, GERALD Epwarp, Winkfield, Berks June 30 Donaldson, Bedford row 

Bowes, Harriet, Blackpool July 15 Burton & Co, Stonebow, Lincoln 

Fazay, Anna Mania, 8t John's Jane 30 Woods, Laurence Pountney hill 

Groraz, Bensamiy, Great Bridge, Staffs June30 Betham & Haines, West Bromwich 

Haz, Witi1am Crass, Cambridge, Bookseller July 15 Ginn & Matthew, Cambridge 

Homes, Joseru, Chester July 11 Brassey, Chester 

Jones, WitL1AM, Beaumaris, Anglesey July1 Jones, Bangor 

Kina, Saran Ann, Hastings July2 Deacon & Co, Gt St Helens 

Liagpet, Col Cuantes Aytéer, Ootacamund, Nilgiri Hills, Madras Presidency, India 
June 29 Maddison & Co, Old Jewry 

Love, Sauvet, Mitcham, Rate Collector July1 Cubison, King st, Cheapside 

Maver, Mary Ann, Caterham Valley, Surrey July 15 Aird & Co, Brabant ct 

Panrey, Jouy, Lianddyfnan, Anglesey, Farm Labourer June 30 Owen, Bangor 

Prencess, Daviv Joun, Brighton, Timber Merchant June 30 Topham, Brighton 

Price, Saran, Moseley, Worcester July1 Balden & Son, Birmingham 

Smita, James Fisuee, Patricroft, nr Manchester, Clerk July 2 Bowden & Livesey, 


Manchester 
Tyriz, Sarau Rivpoy, 8t Leonardson Sea July10 Anderson & Sons, Ironmonger la, 
Cheapside a 


Warers, Junn, Sheffield, Cattle Condiment Merchant July 11 Barker, Sheffield 

Warxix, Epwarp Jones, Caersws, Lianwnog, Montgomery July 1 Martin & Co, 
Newtown 

Wuire, Gerraupe Carouine Louisa, Lee, Kent July 10 Whites & Co, Budge row, 
Cannon st 

Yextowtey, Lavra, Bardon Mill, Northumberland June 30 Clayton & Gibson, New- 








castle on Tyne 
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Bankruptcy Notices. 


London Gazette.—Frivay, May 29. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Hexay, Westminster yt rd, Boot Retailer 
Auigh Court et voy, be =. Ord May 


pane, Gaoncs | aa RY. ow ar Dealer Maccles- 
fold Pet Ma ond Mu 


Busxer, H G, Ge Neeae st, Sager oe High Court Pet 
4 wt A k, Tob High Court 
y, Louis, Southwar ‘obacconist 
Da May 11 Ord May 26 
ba = » Ouae, Worcester, Engineer Worcester Pet 
Peon EL ~ Inland Revenue Officer H 
bara Pet April 22 Ord May 26 we 
prove, A, Birkenhead, General House Furnisher 
—". Pet May 19 Ord May 25 
— ALFRED, ‘op =r Lanes, Confectioner 
. Pet May 25 Ord May , 
(uIBNALL, aoe Cnan.es ARrTuHoR, Thevies inn, Manufacturers’ 
Oe et Wee eee wen 
ey s, M aste Paper er 
(mevurt Pet May 7 Ord May 26 7 
Davies, Rees, Comptens, Aberdare, Collier Aberdare Pet 


May 26 Ord Ma; — hoa 
Davwox, ARTHUR a bn. g rd, | ganas Victualler 
“Figh Court P Pet May4 Ord May 


DsCavx, Mark Kyieuts, haaioen et eee, Baker 
Gt Yarmouth Pet May 25 Ord May 

foc, AG, Patney Wandsworth Pet tay 1 Ord May 26 

HorsLey CHAuLES Lamebeat, Kin m on Hull, Ice 

Merchant K Kingston upon H Pet y 26 Ord 


ua 2 Envest Gitpert, Leeds, Jeweller Leeds Pét 
May8 Ord May 25 

i Boo Hucu aes oi, nr Pa aac 

Pet May 23 Ord Ma 


Tailor 


Jossru, Evianoo, be eg Job Merchant Manchester - 


Pet May 14 Ord May 25 

lazer, ALrrep Jouy, — wall, Banker High 
Court Pet May7 Ord May 

lasguont, Frep Henry, pane Mh China Dealer Leicester 
Pet May 25 Ord May 25 

McCueuent, Joszrn, Nantlle, eee, Engine Driver 
Bangor Pet May 25 Ord May 

es a nu, Ramsgate Cuaebary Pet May 26 Ord 


Pg Tuomas Wixtiam Smeargvon, Portsmouth, 
r, Lieutenant RN Portsmouth Pet April 22 
May 20 

Parker, Freverick, Barnsley, Tailor Barnsley Pet May 
@ Ord May 27 

Pasry, Toomas, Blaenau pa Quarryman Port- 
madoc Pet May 21 Ord May 

Pricock, SipNey ISRNxEsT, Eingivecd, Glos, Boot Manu- 
facturer Bristol Pet May5 Ord May 25 


Rotixsox, WittiAM Henry, Hornsey High Court Pet 
April 25. Ord May 25 


fuusos, GzRAnpD ALEXANDER, Eastleigh, Southampton, 
Ironmonger Southampton Pet May 26 Ord May 26 

Suuxperson, WiLL1aM Aston, Leicester, Paint M 

ter Pet May 26 Ord May 26 

Sura, ALEXANDER, Birmingham, Baker Birmingham 

Pet May 27 Ord May 27 

Sura, Gzorce Freperick, Shi s Bush, Carpenter 
High Court Pet May 25 Ord May 23 

Sura, WittiAm McGregor, Streatham Wandsworth Pet 
uw’ Ord May 26 
po ey iE Hex RY, Carlton, nr Selby, Yorks, Builder 

Pet May 25 Ord May 25 
eS oe poet Confectioner Maccles- 
Pet May 25 Ord May 25 

Trina, GrorGcE oy Surrey, Carpenter Croydon 
Pet May 22 Ord May 22 

Wasp. J T, Momgheter, Cycle Dealer Manchester Pet 
May 16 Ord May 

Westianp, Asauasens Fines Albert Bridge rd Wands- 
worth Pet May12 Ord May 26 

Wirurrs, Epwix Joux, Handsworth, Siequaates Clerk 

—= Pet May 25 Ord May 

Worcay, Joux, Whitlend, Pooeate ~ g Timber Haulier 

Pembroke Dock Pet May 25 Ord May 25 


Amended notice substituted for those published in the 
London Gazette of May 22: 


Bveaspey, WILLIAM Bagzpod Ashton under Lyne Pet 
April 24 Ord May 1 





FIRST MEETINGS. 


Bipry, Grorcke Wiruiam, Bridlin a Yorks, Artist 
June 8 at 4 74, Newborough, Scar 

Bauronv, AL¥RED Davin, Stratford, leneee Manufacturer 
June 9 at 1 Bankruptcy bldgs, ‘Carey st 

Barker, HG, Gt Tower st, Sugar Broker” June 15 at 11 

ru , Carey 

Doussorr, Lous, Dover st Louthwark, Tobacconist June 
Lat 11 ag bldg, Cai 4 st 

Beerrect, Saver oraaey, Iale evenae Officer June 

Wat 12 Bankruptcy bidgs, we 


Catpersank, ALFRED Cin Rates Confectioner 
June 15at3 19, Bx olton 
ATPIELD, FREDERICK ARTHUR, “Stapleford, Notts, Builder 
June 9'at 3 Off Ree, 47, _ _" y Derby 
BNALL, CHARLES Arrnun, Tha: Manufacturers’ 
Agent June 11 at 12 Bankrupts cy bg, Garey y st 
Cuarvonru, Groror Maver, Ia Leeds, rocer June 8 at 11 
, 22, Park row, Leeds 
tn, Lazarvs, Bancroft rd, Mile Bal, Waste Paper 
Dealer June 16 at 11 "padhrepte ptey bldgs, Carey st 








Savek, Davin, Cl Vale, Glam, Grocer June 8 at 3 
135, High st, par 


Davisoy, ARTHUR Wosas, oe walk, City rd, 
Licensed Victualler June 12 at 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, 


Carey st 
Dickixsog, Isaac WivTERBURS, Ree. Printer June 
10at11 County Court house, Black 
= agua June 8 


ea Tuom 
at 11.30 Off Ree, 22, P. ak row, Loot 

- Auice, Penistone, Yorks,General Draper June 8 at 

Off Reo, 6, Bond ter, Wakefield 

Pettis: Jonuxs Wituiam, West wae Yorks, Farmer 
June 8 at 11.30 Cours 

Fire, "Gusnvorre Evizaperu, ‘Pendleton, Salford June 
9 at 2.30 Off Rec, Byrom st, Manche 

Gray, ‘Seiad ALEXANDER, ani ceeaee Gray, Wood 

le rs June 10 at 2.30 Bankruptcy bidgs, 


fields, 3kin Merchant June 10 at 


Groves, Josera Mig Cae  y Hants, Builder 
June 10 at3 Off Rec, 172, High st, Southampton 

Hammonps, Jonn. Witu1am, Earl Shilton, * 
Riveter June 9 at 12 Off Rec, 
Leicester 

Haeiaxp, Joun Rosert, Sowerby, 
tioneer 


Carey st 
Greesspaum, Jonny, 
ll Bani 


Berridge ot, st, 
Thirsk, Yorks, Auc- 
orthalle: 


Jane 8 at 11.30 Court house, N rton 
Hey, George Hersert, Morecambe, Confectioner June 9 


at 10.30 Off Rec, 14 st, Preston 
Hoxt, MarsHAtt, Bintook nelle Jane 9 at 10.45 Off 
Ree, 14, Chapel st, 


Preston 

Hugues, Tuomas Amos, Liverpool, Printer June 10 at 3 
Off , Victoria st, Li 

Hvurworrs, Joan GeoncE "Cook, Auckland, Coun ay 
a eo ow Tuns Hi 

Hvemennis, Josern, Benes, OF Oxon, Coal Merchant June6é 
at12 1,8t Aldgate’ 's, Oxford 

Heer, Fraxx, >, Merchant June 9 at 2.30 
Bankru arey st 

een oe EORGE Epwarp. a ae Farmer June 8 


at 1 ff Rec, Town Hall Hall chmbrs, 
Jouns, Waces Trevor, Carmarthen, ron ones 
Jame 6at12 Off Rec, 4 ee 
Joxes, Hues Epwiy, Southene oy Denbigh, 
Tailor June9at 1130 The Priory, Wrexham 
Rare sen Kingston upon ag Tailor June 9 at 
11 Ree, Trinity House In, 1 


Laeraony, phen Henry, Leicester, ie Dealer June 9 at 
Off Rec, 1, Barridge st, Leicester 

Manat a % Bexley Heath, Kent June 15 at 12.15 
115. 

Masn, Witt Hewes, Balham, Up Socties, Fruiterer 
June 9 at 11.30 24, "Railway app, London B 

Mason, Joseru, Ramsgate June 18 at 9 or , 68, 
Castle st, Cant 


is st, Dairyman June 2 at 230 
si 
berJare, Collier June 10 at 2 


erase, Joux, uae 
‘aptcy 
Meum ebay 
1 


> 


Mouraay, sibleton June 8 at 11.30 24, Railway 
app, rm P, 
a pat, on Vea. Sout _ Bp Cospenten 
une I Rec, High vuthampton 
Noakes, yr oe oe Dulwich June 10 at 12 Bank- 
ru 
Nuyy, ee CHARLES, hinton, Cambridge, Builder 
June6at2 Off Ree, 5, P Cary, Cambridge 


Passes, en ues, 6 Southend on Sea, Builder June 8 at 
12 


ypt -chmbres state ow — 


Parry, bre Dignan 


June 8 at 12 

Pearce, WILLIAM Hexny, Teath ll, Miller June 9 
at12 Off 

Reape, Daviv Jones, Westby with Plum: nor Kirkham, 
Lancs, Innkeeper June 9ati1l Off 14, Chapel st, 


Rosixson, Wittiam Henry, Hornsey June 10 at 12 Bank- 
bldgs, Carey st 


Tuptcy 

Sarn, apenas Freperick, r bides, On a Carpenter 
June llati2 Bankruptcy 

Sarra, Georce Recinayp, eA tertile, June 9 at 
3 135, High st, Merth: 


 Sroxer, Grorar Henry, Carlton, nr Selby, Builder Junes 
Ree, The Red House, Di be pl, ¥ 


at 12.30 Off Duncom| 
on, Ezra Puan, berg = Accountant June 6 at 
12.30 Off Rec, Endless st, Salisbury 


Tay.or, Josava, Normanton, Tobacconist June 8 at 10 30 
Off Rec, 6, Bond ter ea nag 

Wanpvsworts, Titus Licensed Victualler 
June 9 at 11.15 ‘Oat Hee 14 14, Chapel ot Preston 

Wicurmay, ArTuur FREDERICK, Patkstone, Dorset, Farm 
Labourer June 6at 12 Off Rec, Endless st, Salisbury 


ADJUDICATIONS. 
Batty, Gore Sb Leek veer Hay Dealer 
Macclesfiel Ord M 
Brerrect, Joux on Wo conan, fi Worcester 
Pet May 27 Ord May 27 


CALpeRBANK, ALFRED, Wi pam Confectioner 
Bolton Pet May25 Ord Ord Mey 35 
Crupaineron, Freperick, , Traveller 
Birmingham Pet os 
Dorm, Rees, Cwmdare, yb Pong Newsagent Aberdare 
et May 23 Ord May 6 


Evra Yims Ashton uader Lyne Pet 

P 

Fuint, Cuartorre Exvizanern, Pendleton, Salford Salford 
Pet May 23 Ord May 23 

Gaspert-Fairrax, Huon Witiiam Maynsevt, Leamington 
Spa, Warwick, Civil Engineer Warwick Pot 
April9 Ord May 

Gray, WILLIAM Ebivees, and East Say, ee 
cross st, Grocers HighCourt Pet May8 Ord May 25 








(Vol. 47. 57%_ 
oo, JosEra Par iter 3 a re , Hants, Builder 


Ht Cuartes LAMBERT, ston upon Hull, Fish 
o Merchant Kingston ee el Pet May 25 Ord 


May 26 
Joxes, Huen Epwix, Southsea, nr Wrexham, Denbigh, 
Tailor Wrexham Pet May 23. Ord May 3B 


—— Frep aes, Bane, China Dealer Leicester 


et May 25 Ord May 25 
Sheetiie JosEru, am. Carnarvon, Engine Driver 
” Pet May 25 Ord May 25 
Mason, Josgra, anterbury Pet May 26 O.d 
May 26 


Nasu, Wititram Eowrs, and Grorce Wiiiram Nasu, 
Thornton Builders C Croydon 


Pet Feb 16 and 

Feb 23 Ord May 22 

Parker, Frepericx, Barnsley, Tailor Barnsley Pet 
May 27 Ord May 27 

Parxinsox, Wiitram, Southend on in, Chelms- 
ford Pet April 16 Ord May 

POS ten Ricnarp, Wiruam | and rent 
EDDABD Langley, est 
Bromwich Pet April 27 ae © 


Reeve, James Henry, North W: Fen —— Coal 
Merchant Norwich bie Se or 

R:icamoxp, Marcus, Bancroft rd. End, Dealer 
HighGourt Pet April 30 Ord May 25 


Saunpersoy, WiLL1AM AsuTon, Leicester, Varnish Merchant 
Leicester Pet May26 Ord May 26 
a Bolton, Fruiterer Botton Pet May 9 Ord 


Suenbes Wivuiam Freperick, —,- ells, Dealer in 
Fancy Goods Tunbridge W See May 2 Ord 


May 26 

Suita, Georce Tasageece, Soe | Bush, Carpenter 
High Court Pet May 25 O. ar Balb 

Sroxer, Georges Coe oa May nr y, Yorks, Builder 
York Pet May 25 Ord Ma 


Wes 1 some 3, Whiland, - Carmarthen, Timber Haulier 
y y 


ADJUDICATION AN NULLED. 


Savter, Taomas, New Malton, Y¥ Tunkeeper Scar- 
borough Adjud Feb 5, 1890 Annul May 19, 1903 


ADJUDICATION ANNULLED AND RECEIVING 
ORDER RESCINDED. 


Horxins, WaAtres a Saunt, Shrewsbury rd, Westbourne 
Park, Hosier High Court Rec Ord May 15,1896 Adjud 
jes ae. Rese and Annul May 27, 1903 


London Gazette.—Tuxspay, June 2. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Bavpwix, Oxiver, Scarborough, Milliner Scarborough 
Pet May 12 Ond May 28 

Buackmur, Frepericx, Lanchester, Durham, Painter 
D Pet May 28 Ord May 28 

Braviey, CuristorHer, a Salt Dealer Brad- 
ford Pet May 28 Ord 

ton Brigh 


y 28 
Burt, ton Ord May 28 
Davis, Ricuarp J, aan, Solicitor Wandsworth Pet 
Feb9 Ord Ma 


y 28 
Derrick, AtrreD James, os Greengrocer Ports- 
mouth Pet May 29 Ord Ma 


Farrweataer, Francis, Pte “Tailor Scarboro 
Pet May 2 Ord May 29 - 


GrRanTHAM be ys Peterborough, Boot Dealer Peter- 
borough Pet May 28 Ord May 28 
Haruanp, Bensamix Forp, Kingston upon _ Baker 

—— upon Hull Pet May 29 On 3 Ma 
Hixvs, Marraa, Minster, Isle of Thanet, 
B ay is oan, Tnostriel "Engin 

ENJ AMIN eer 
Pet May 28 Ord May 238 


Vic- 


Hove 


Jaccer, WituiAM Henry, Clayton, Lancs, Irenmonger 

“ashton under Lyne Pet May 27 Ord May 27 

Joun, Wittram, Glam, Haulier Pet 
May 29 Ord May 29 

Leacu, Putuir, pee’ Glam, Furniture Dealer 
Pontypridd Pet Ord May 28 


Moorz, Was te 8 pry Tobacconist Gt 
Yarmouth May 2 ©: 

Procror, pao ena mos rete Physician 
Brighton Pet May 29 Ord. May 3 

Rason, Artut'r, Battersts, Boot Dealer Wandsworth Pet 
May 29 Ord May 29 


SUTHERLAND, Dd, Brighton, Newspaper Publisher Brighton 
Ord May 29 


v , Groner, Engineer Great 
ee yVarmouth Pet May 23 May 
Wane, Gorpow “WituaM, Felixstowe, Fancy Stationer 
“Tpewich yet og f Ord May 28 
Warrex, Eowaap RRY, Manufacturer 
Birkenhead Pet Map ib Onl May 
Ameniel action eAGOE Se ot ypmmeiemioe 
London Gazette 


Cross, Frepverick, South Korwot Horse Dealer Croydon 
Pet Nov 22 Ord Dec 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Baicey, Groros Hesry, Leek, Staffs, Hay Dealer June 12 
at 11.15 Off Reo, 23, Edward st, 


Brapiey, CunisToruer, ¥ Salt Dealer June 
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Cuaries, Epwarp Joux, Moseley, Builder June 11 at 11 
174, ration st, Birmingham 

ore Crervaux Arrnur, Darlington June 10 at 3 

ff Rec, 8, Albert rd, Middl esbrough 

Cavuverneton, Frevericx, Sparkhill, Birmingham, Traveller 
June 10 at 11 174, Corporation st, Birmingham 

De Caux, Marx Kwienrs, Gt Yarmouth, Baker June 13 
at 12.30 Off Ree, 8, King st, Norwich’ 

Derrick, Atrrep James, Southsea, Greengrocer June 10 
at3 Off Rec, ( ‘ambridge j junc, High st, Portsmouth 

Everspex, Wititam, Blackpool June 10 at 2.30 Off Rec, 
Byrom st, Manchester 

Hac, Wituiam Joseru, Buxton, Derby June 10 at 3.45 
Off Rec, County chmbrs, Market pl, Stockport 

Hovees, Besxsamix Grorce, Derby, Electrical Engineer 
June Il at 12 Off Rec, 47, Full st, Derby 

Horstey, Cuartes Lampert, Kingston upon Hull, Fish 
Merchant June 11 at 11 Off Rec, Trinity House In, 


Hoskins, Eaxtst Gitpert, Leeds, Jeweller June 11 at 12 
ff Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 

Jacopsen, Coaries Hewry, Enfield, Builder June 10 at 12 
Room 8 8, Temple chmbrs, Temple ay 

Keerey, James Puitir, Blackpool, Chemist June 12 at 3 
Off Rec, 14, Chapel st, Preston 

Me.t, Harry, Northallerton, Yorks. aoe 
11.30 Court House, Northallerto 

Parker, Joux, Whitby, Yorks, Wheelwright June 10 at 3 
Off Rec, 8, Albert rd, Middlesbrough 


June 22 at 


Pzacock, Sipser Ernest, Kingswood, Glos, Boot Manu- | 
facturer 


June 10 at 11.30 Off Rec, 26, Baldwin st, 
Bristol 
Parrcuarp, 
June 17 at 12 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 
Rogers, Epwarp Jouy, 
Maker June 12 at 3 Off Rec, 8, Albert rd, Middles- 
brough ‘ 
Samson, Gerarp ALexanper, “Eastleigh, = ry 
Ironmonger June 11 at 3 Off Rec, 172, Hig! 
Southampton 
Savsversoxs, Wituiam Asutox, 
chant June l2ati2 Off Rec, 1, Berridge st, Leicester 
Sixcietox, WiiL1Am, Hampton, Builder's Manager June 
ll at 11.30 24, Railway app, London Bridge 
Tuomas, a, Sandbach, Cheshire, Confectioner Jane 12 
at 2 ff Rec, 23, King Edward st, Macclesfield 
om, St z, Tatsfield, Surrey, Carpenter June 10 at 
, Railway app, London Bridge 
ine sms, Evan Henny, Aberystwyth, Cardigan, Builder 
June 16 at 11 Townhall, Aberystwith 
Wiyrer, Oviver, Merthyr Tydfil, Mason June 
135, High st, Merthyr Tydfil 


12 at 3 


Owen Gwitym, Liscard,' Chester, Contractor | 


Middlesbrough, Picture Frame | 


Leicester, Varnish Mer- | 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


Buiacxmur, Frepericx, Lanchester, Durham, Painter 
Durham Pet May 28 Ord May 28 
Brapiey, Curistroruer, Ski Yorks, Salt Dealer 


D, 
radford Pet May 28 Ord May 28 
Brovupiz, Atsert, Birkenhead, Cheshire, General House 

Furnisher Birkenhead Pet May 19 Ord May 26 
Bury, Jou, aa Cotton Doubler Bolton Pet April 28 

Ord May 29 
| De Caux, Marx Kyicurs, Southtown, Gt Yarmouth, Baker 
Gt Yarmouth Pet May 25 Ord May 28 
Derrick, ALFRED James, Sout _ Ports- 
| mouth Pet May 29 Ord May 29 

FAIRWEATHER, FRANCIS, Sustonangh, Tailor Scarborough 

Pet May 23° Ord May 
GRANTHAM, WILLIAM, Peterborough, es Dealer Peter- 

borough Pet May 28 Ord Ma: 

Hartanp, Bexsamin Forp, aanin upon Hull, Baker 

Kingston upon Hull Pet May 23 Ord May 29 
Hixps, Marrua, Minster, Isle of Thanet, Kent, Licensed 

Victualler Canterbury Pet May 29 Ord May 29 
Hovers, Bexsamix GeorcGe, sag Electrical gineer 

Derby Pet May 28 Ord May 
Horye, Witu1am, Bristol, deat Peaniee Bristol Pet May 

16 Ord May 28 
| JAccer, WittiaAm Hewry, Clayton, Lancs, al 
j Ashton under Lyne Pet May 27 Ord May 
7, Wituram, Aberdare, Haulier abouts Det May 

Ord May 29 
| Jon ae Hex rY, Brewood, Staffs, Grocer Wolverhampton 
Pet May13 Ord May 28 
| Keevey, James Puiwip, soot, Chemist Preston Pet 


April 21 Ord Md 

LeacH, Pair, Touypandy, Gi Glam, Furniture Dealer 

} Pontypridd Pet May 28 Ord May 28 

Moors, Wittiam ALrrED, 8 Lowestoft, Tobacconist at 
Yarmouth Pet May 29 Ord May 29 

Paney, Tuomas, Blaenau Festiniog, Merioneth, Quarryman 

Portmadoe Pet May 21 Ord May 28 

Procror, Georce Brivcerorp, Movs, Sussex, Physician 
Brighton Pet May 29 Ord May 29 

2ason, ArTHUR, Battersea, Boot Dealer Wandsworth Pet 
May 29 Ord May 29 

| Scapex, Ezea Pues, Weymouth, Accountant Dorchester 
Pet "April 27 Ord May 28 

Tuomas, Jouy, Sandbach, Chester, Confectioner Maccles- 

i field Pet May 25 Ord May 28 

Tivrinc, Greorcr, Tatsfield, Surrey, Carpenter 

Pet May 22 Ord May 28 

| Versey, Georce 8, Lowestoft, ed Engineer Gt Yar- 
mouth Pe t May 28 Ord May 

Wave, Gorvoy Wim, “nara 
Ipswich Pet May 28 ‘Ord May 28 








Cro ydon 


Fancy Stationer 





Warren, Epwarp Harry, Liscard, Cheshire, nds tat Many. 
facturer Binkenhead ’ Pet May 15 Ord ey 29 
Wuire, Samvet Henry Dvucros, Seacom Chester 

Chandler Liverpool Pet May i4 Ord Meg 28 4 


Amended notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of April 10 


Oram, Clement Wittiam, Grays, Essex, Seaman Instructor 
Chalmsford Pet April Ord April 6 





Where difficulty is experienced in procuring the 
Soxrorrors’ JOURNAL with regularity it is 
requested that application be made direct t 
the Publisher, at 27, Chancery-lane, 


Annual Subscriptions, WHICH MUST BE Pap 
IN ADVANCE: SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL and 
WEEKLY REPORTER, in Wrapper, 5%,, 
post-free (53 Nos. 1902-3). Soxrcrrors’ 
JOURNAL only, 26s. 6d. ; Country, 28s, 64,; 
Foreign, 31s. WEEKLY REPORTER,’ ix 
Wrapper, 268. 6d.; Country or Foreign, 
28s. 6d. 


Volumes bound at the Office—cloth, 2s, 9d. ; half 
law calf, 5s. 


(ONVEYANOING ct: CLERKSHIP Reasi 


Conveyancer with experience in Company 
* Solicitor’ 





Law and in dealing with heavy litigation.—G., 
Journal” Office, 27, Chancery-lane, W.C. 


ADAME AUBERT’S GOVERNESS and 
SCHOOL AGENCY (Established 1880), 199, 
Regent-street, W.—Resident, Daily, and Visiting Gover. 
nesses, Lady Professors and Teachers, Répétitrices, 
Chaperons, Companions, Lady Housekeepers English and 
Foreign) introduced for British Isles and Abroad ; Schools 
and Educational Homes recommended. 


19 16 —Partial Board-Residence ; highly 

e recommended; double room, single s, 
also single rooms ; excellent cuisine.—8, Westbourne-square, 
Hyde Park, W. 














SOLICITORS’ BENEVOLENT 


For the Relief of Poor and Necessitous Solicitors and Proctors in England and Wales, and their Wives, Widows, and Families. 


ASSOCIATION, 





(INSTITUTED 1858.) 





THE FORTY-THIRD ANNIVERSARY FESTIVAL 


OF THIS ASSOCIATION WILL BE HELD AT 


THE WHITEHALL ROOMS, HOTEL METROPGLE, LONDON, 


On THURSDAY, the 18th JUNE, 1903, at Seven o’clock p.m. precisely. 
THOMAS RAWLE, Esq., in the Chair. 


3. Apvisos, Eeq., London. 
W. J. D. Aspzew, Eaq., London. 
C. Myise Barxez, Eeq., Londen. 
BH. D. Batrsox, Em., Liverpool. 
Wrz E. Baxresz, En. +, J.P., D.., London. 
z- a D. Beezemor, Eaq., London. 
Bisse, Emy., Cheadle. 

Ww. 7, Buasvy, tan. -, Beading. 
¥. W. Burst, Eon. » London. 
T. Dowusse Bowrus, Esy., _ _ London 
G. Hotx ny i 
. 4d. Bawsrow, gt — 

. Hotssy Bi 4 ” Esa. a Bath. 
; < Beeewu, Eaq., London. 
Groner EB. Cazrextee, Eay., London. 
Cuasies Cusetox, Em. ‘ MLA., London. 
W. H. Cucteros, Em., € er. 
BL Moeres Corrrox, Ex;., London. 
Sir Houzwoon Ceawrony, London. 
Avrury Davesrorr, =. -» MLA., Londom 
Guaxraan B. Down, ~~ London. 


Watree Downes, Yon va 





LIST OF STEWARDS. 
Rovert A. Evcar, Re | , Manchester. 
Cirencester. 


Rovert Eviett, Esc a 
j-, London. 


Ar - zk J. Fixcn, 
Ww. FLADGATE Esq. -, London, 
Rt. Fon. Lewis Fuy, Bristol. 
»f Ss Gitiett, Esq. London. 

i Saaon 


¥ hy Esq. “9 
GER Grecory London. 

H. E. Guisere, Esq., +e 

B. ¥. Hawxarey, Esq., London. 

Avovustvs Hexiorr, Esq., M.P., Whitehaven. 

Guay Hitt, Esq., Liverpool. 

Sir Jous Hortass, London. 

W. Puce Hucues, Eeq., Worcester. 

W.d. . Hunvnys, Eoq., ‘ord. 

Rosver H. Ht .—— Exy., London. 

H. J. Jouxsos, Esq., London. 

Jous Jouxstose, Bag. » Nottingham. 

J.M. Joux#roxe, Kaq., London. 

W. G. Kiso, Eaq., London. 

Str Geonor Lewis, Bart., London. 

J. 8. Lacxonten, Eaq., London. 


A. Wiontuas, Euq., J.P., Sheffield. 





Epwis Low, Esc + 
R. J. A. Lumpy, 
J.F. Mixx, Ex nchester. 

F. P. Morrey, ie » M.A., Oxford. 

Frepk. Peake, Esq., London. 

R. PENNINGTON, Esq., J.P., London. 

F. R. M. Pairs, i. ™ London. 

T. J. Pivvieiy, Esq., London. 

J.E. W. Riven, Esq., London. 

W. C, Rowcutrre, Esq., London. 

C. L. Sameon Esq. +» London. 

W. Anruve Suanre, Esq. , London. 

T. Sxuwes-Cox, Esq., J.P., M.P., Richmond. 
C. L, Suites, Esq. * sien 
Sivxey Suitu, Esq., London. 

A. Guinawoop Tayion, Esq., M.A., 
Agnoiy Taisoen 0 -» Jondon, 
E. F. Tvuwen, Exy., Z 


London. 
“4 -» London, 


Derby. 


London. 
qonee Tuanen, Eny. » London. 
R. W. Tweevie 1. -, London. 


hk y R- Wa TKRK, Emp, : aeanee. 
. Tatuam Want, Eoq., Yor 





The Secretary will be happy to hear from members of the profession who may desire to add their names to the above List of Stewards. 
Donations and Subecriptions to be included on the Festival List are earnestly solicited. 
Dinner Tickets (25s. each) may be obtained of any of the Stewards, or at the Offices of the Association, 9, Olifford’s-inn, London, K.C. 





J- T. SCOTT, Seeretary. 











